
Which Bible Is God’s Word? 1

Q	 Please give examples of how to answer the typical and 

sometimes technical charges made against the King James 

Bible by professors, pastors, and proponents of new ver-

sions, such as the ESV, NKJV, NIV, CSB, LSB, NASB, NLT, 

NRSV, AMP, GNB, NET, ERV, Living, The Message, as well 

as all other modern and Catholic versions? Focus on NKJV.

A	 The following is written in response to assertions made recently 
by Ron Minton in The Baptist Preacher; even a fish doesn’t get caught 
until he opens his mouth. His criticisms of the KJV will be an omi-
nous warning to pastors and parents NOT to send their young men 
to what appears to have become a spiritual minefield in Springfield, 
Missouri. This professor boasts of his school’s “common practice of 
using and comparing other versions…” which in his view “more clear-
ly” present God’s word.  

“Go not forth hastily to strive, lest thou know not what to 
do in the end thereof, when thy neighbor hath put thee to 
shame” —Prov. 25:8   

MINTON ASSERTS: “The NIV (and the NKJV) and NASB trans-
lation of Titus 2:13 and 2 Peter 1:1 more clearly teaches the deity of 
Christ…”

FACTS ARE: The KJV presents the deity of Christ and Christian the-
ology more fully and clearly in both of these verses than do new ver-
sions. In Titus 2:13, the KJV follows the text, word order and punctu-
ation seen in all Greek manuscripts and critical editions. Both Tyndale 
and the Geneva Bible also follow the KJV’s reading “our Saviour.” (All 
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versions, even the new ones, follow this construction of “our Saviour” 
nearby in Titus 2:10.) 

KJV               Titus 2:13 New Versions
the great God and 
our Saviour Jesus Christ

our great God and 
Savior Jesus Christ

Grammatically, this expression is called a hendiadies, which means 
“one by two” — two words describing one person. This construction, 
wherein one person is referred to by two nouns or pronouns, is called 
the Granville Sharp rule and occurs 287 times. The KJV expression 
“God and our Saviour” follows the same grammatical construction 
used to express the deity of the Father (viz. “God and our Father” seen 
in Gal. 1:4, 1 Thes. 1:3 and Phil. 4:20). It is not necessary, nor does 
it follow any Biblical precedent, to ignore or change the Greek text to 
convey the idea that both titles refer to one individual. New versions 
move the word “our”, drop the definite article “the”, and add a com-
ma—all three moves ignore the Greek text. 

Although one person is being referred to, that does not mean the 
two modifiers, “the” and “our”, apply to both words. Consider this 
example—two children are invited to introduce their father, the pas-
tor. They may say, “I’d like you to meet the pastor of this church and 
our father, Richard Skiver.” He isn’t everyone’s father. Jesus is “the 
great God” but he is not everyone’s Saviour, therefore the Greek and 
KJV construction is “the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ.” 
He is God, but not everyone’s Father, hence the KJV’s ‘God and our 
Father’ elsewhere. The KJV avoids the potential problems created by 
the new versions, which allow a polytheistic, universalist, or pluralistic 
interpretation. 

New versions perennially choose readings which allow both the 
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traditional Christian interpretation and a liberal interpretation. The 
expressed motive may be to meet the needs of the dozens of denomi-
nations represented on their translation committees. The result is in-
creased Bible $ales through this expanded market. The final spiritual 
result is the creation of an ecumenical one-world bible. 

Here in Titus 2:13, new versions omit the Greek definite article 
“the” in “the great God.” Elsewhere, they sometimes substitute “a gos-
pel” for “the gospel”, “a God” for “the God”, “a son” for “the Son” and 
“a Savior” for “the Saviour”. Omission of the definite article implies 
that there are a number of paths to God. The new version rendering 
in Titus (“our great God”) allows for a plurality of “great gods.” We are 
warned about “great” Diana and “great” Mystery Babylon. 

KJV               II Peter 1:1 New Versions
the righteousness of  
God and our Saviour  
Jesus Christ 

the righteousness  
of our God and  
Savior Jesus Christ

In II Peter 1:1, the KJV, Geneva and Tyndale construction “our Sav-
iour” follows the Greek Textus Receptus underlying the KJV. (Elziver, 
Textus Receptus, not Stephanus, see Berry’s T.R. note G, page 602.) The 
KJV’s expression “the righteousness of God” is seen frequently in the 
Bible (five times). So the conflict of Greek texts in this verse can easily 
be solved by following the typical biblical expression and avoiding the 
novel. In his book, Selecting a Translation of the Bible (p. 78), Lewis 
Foster, a member of both the NKJV and NIV committees, confesses 
that the “new versions’” construction in both Titus and Peter was cho-
sen by “liberal” translators to bolster their case that Paul and Peter did 
not actually write these books. 

Finally, note that the KJV’s seven letter spelling of “Saviour,” ac-
cording to Webster’s Dictionary, belongs exclusively to “Jesus Christ, 
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the Redeemer.” The new versions’ six letter (the number of a man) 
spelling “Savior”, can be given to anyone who “saves or delivers.” Once 
again, the new versions opt for the potentially pluralistic, polytheistic, 
or universalist word choice. The KJV always evidences its doctrinal 
superiority. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “Unfortunately, she misses the truth when she 
immediately continues with, ‘New versions such as the NIV, NASB, 
NEB, TEV, NKJV…are based on…a fraction of 1% of the extant 
manuscripts.’” 

FACTS ARE: Mr. Minton was forced to alter my quote to make it ap-
pear in error. My original quote said, they are based on “READINGS 
from a fraction of 1% of the extant manuscripts…” Minton omitted 
the words “readings from,” a term used in the literature of the field of 
textual criticism to distinguish individual words and phrases from the 
corpus or text type as a whole. 

One may reasonably wonder whether Mr. Minton has ever read 
much at all in the field of textual criticism, given his complete neglect 
of literally scores of scholarly studies that contravene his assertions 
(and his dependence on a gossip tabloid as his only reference). 

The Old Testament comprises about 75% of the Bible. The preface 
to the NKJV admits it is not from the KJV’s ben Chayyim Hebrew Old 
Testament text, but is taken from “the 1967/1977 Stuttgart edition of 
the Biblia Hebraica,” as well as the Septuagint (Vaticanus O.T.), Latin 
Vulgate, and the Dead Sea Scrolls. 

The NKJV’s Hebrew text is based on a recent revision created by 
German textual critic Rudolph Kittel. The Encyclopedia Judaica (1971) 
notes his belief in the “Hellenistic mystery religions” and his “anti-se-
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mitic tendencies” (His son Gerhard Kittel was editor of the Theological 
Dictionary of the New Testament, a reference source used by all new 
version translators. He was imprisoned after the war as Hitler’s pro-
paganda high priest.) Using basically ONE MANUSCRIPT, the Len-
ingrad manuscript B19a, R. Kittel altered the KJV’s historic Hebrew 
text. James Sanders of the Ancient Biblical Manuscript Center admits, 
“The Leningrad Codex is the basis for current critical editions…” 
Given the recent (1990) discovery of 2,500 Hebrew manuscripts, all 
dating earlier than Kittel’s MS, one can easily assert that Kittel’s text 
is based on “less than 1%” of the available data. The NKJV was pub-
lished before these manuscripts were discovered. 

Not only does the NKJV present faulty textual evidence, a collation 
shows at least 1,214 instances in which it completely ignores any He-
brew and Greek text. For example, they often use the term “rulers” 
instead of “pastors” when God is reprimanding “pastors.” (See NKJV 
Jer. 2:8, 12:10, 22:22.) They retain “shepherds” when it is in a more 
positive context. (Jer. 3:15, 17:16.) Did they get nervous when Jer-
emiah said, “they that handle the law knew me not: the pastors also 
transgressed against me.” The Hebrew word “raah,” used in all five 
of the aforementioned instances, means simply “pastors, to feed the 
flock.” No Hebrew text contains any of the words for “ruler” (magen, 
mashal, nagid, nasi, qatsim, rosh, razan, sar, shatar, shilton, shallit, or 
seganim). Not only do the NKJV translator-transgressor pastors slip 
out of the Bible, they ignore the Hebrew text in Psalm 109:6 and omit 
“Satan” himself! With Gesenius or Briggs Hebrew Lexicons, (Brown, 
Driver, & Briggs) at hand, an ultra-liberal Hebrew and English philol-
ogy is bound to evidence itself all over the pages of the NKJV. Briggs 
was a speaker at the original syncretistic Parliament of World Reli-
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gions, and was defrocked by the liberal Presbyterian church for his 
“liberalism.” 

The NKJV provides readings from the Samaritan Pentateuch (i.e., 
Gen. 4:8, 10:4, et al.) and other sources to make it “easier for the 
average reader to delete something he or she felt was not properly a 
part of the text…” (p. 1235 NKJV). However, the research published 
recently in Statistical Science (Aug. ‘94), Bible Review (Oct. ‘95), and 
The Journal of the Royal Statistical Society (151:1, 1988) proves the 
NKJV (and all other new versions) have misdirected their readers to 
these (as I said) “less than 1%” of the MSS. Three statistical scientists 
from Hebrew University have discovered Equidistant Letter Sequences 
in the Book of Genesis. The Harvard and Yale statisticians who juried 
the article concluded, “the phenomenon cannot be attributed to any-
thing within the known physical universe.” The researchers attempted 
to find such a mathematical rationale in the NKJV’s cited Samaritan 
Pentateuch and found none. The KJV’s traditional Hebrew text was 
the sole repository of this supernatural phenomenon! 

In the New Testament, case after case can be shown where the NKJV 
ignores the KJV’s Textus Receptus. The Greek word proskun, meaning 
“to worship,” is completely ignored in both Mat. 18:26 and 20:20. 
The Greek “Jesus” is omitted in Acts 7:45 and Heb. 4:8. The Greek 
sophronizo is out in Titus 2:4. Here, the aged women are to “teach 
the young women to be sober,” according to the Greek Textus Recep-
tus, The Geneva Bible, the Old Spanish, and the KJV. New versions, 
including the NKJV, omit this important concept. The Greek word 
sophronizo comes from sozo, “to save and protect,” and phronizo, from 
the root phren, which means “mind,” and phrenitis, meaning “deliri-
um.” This construction moved into Old French as frenitique and into 
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English as “frenzy” or “frantic.” Together, so and phronizo mean “to 
protect from delirium,” or as the KJV says, “teach to be sober.”

 Current lexical writers are not professional etymologists (those who 
trace the history of words). The translators of the KJV were natural 
etymologists because they witnessed that juncture in history when the 
streams which formed the English language met to create their current 
English form. 

A final aspect of the NKJV, in which “less than 1%” of the evidence 
has been utilized, pertains to its marginal use of the sigla ‘M’, denot-
ing Majority Text. This implies that the Textus Receptus is in error in 
1,800 places when compared to the 5,722 extant Greek manuscripts. 
The NKJV reader is not told that typically only 414 Greek manu-
scripts were examined (not all 5,722) and in many instances less than 
13 (far less than 1% ) were used. The fractional nature of manuscripts 
examined is compounded by the fact that “of the 99 checked MSS, 
76 were missing when they should have been cited, or listed when 
they should not have been…” (Wisse, Profile Method). Likewise, the 
NKJV’s ‘M’ sigla is used in thirty places in the book of Revelation, 
where only 19 late eleventh century manuscripts were used; the ma-
jority of textual evidence was ignored, most of which is also earlier. 
(The weakness of this so-called Majority Text is evidenced in the 400 
differences between it and the likewise deceptive Pierpoint/Robinson 
majority text.) Minton himself falls prey to this Hodge-Farstad ‘so-
called’ Majority Text. Elsewhere he errors repeating, “Yet she does not 
know that in 300 variants the Textus Receptus follows Aleph and B 
against the absolute majority of manuscripts.” Many pastors will like-
wise be deceived into believing that the recently published Majority 
or Byzantine text and the ‘M’ sigla in the NKJV actually represent a 
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collation of “the absolute majority of manuscripts,” as Minton calls it. 
(When and if the KJV appears to agree with Aleph and B, it is simply 
following those correct Old Latin ‘Italia’ readings in Aleph and B.) The 
final pages (p. 808) of the Hodge-Farstad Majority Text close the ‘cov-
er up’, referring their reader to the research of Roman Catholic Car-
dinal Martini! Does the NKJV rely on “readings” whose base is “less 
than 1%” of the available data? Conclusively, it does. Two years ago 
I removed “NKJV” from p. 479, deferring to those readers, like Mr. 
Minton, who have never seriously wrestled with either the primary 
sources or the secondary literature and consequently are not familiar 
with the aforementioned data. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “I found scores of times where she misrepre-
sented the truth about the New King James Version.” See pages 13, 14, 
17, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22 and 46. 

FACTS ARE: The NKJV is never even mentioned on those pages. A 
chart heading which says, “New Versions” does not in any way imply 
“All New Versions.” The phrase, “Newspapers are reporting that…” in 
no way implies that every single newspaper in existence is reporting 
it. If someone notices that “my newspaper did not report that,” that 
in no way negates the fact that “many,” “most,” or “other” newspapers 
are reporting it. That the NKJV is guilty of demoting Jesus Christ, 
copying the Jehovah Witness version (NWT), teaching salvation by 
works, and promoting New Age jargon is documented thoroughly in 
my tract called The Death Certificate for the New King James. Samples 
from that tract follow on the next five pages.
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NKJV DEMOTES JESUS CHRIST
 NKJV KJV

Luke 13:8 Sir Lord

Matt. 18:26 before him saying, and worshipped him,
  Master  saying, Lord

Matt. 20:20 kneeling down worshipping him

Matt. 26:64 right hand of the Power right hand of power

Gen. 22:8 God will provide for God will provide himself a
  himself the lamb  lamb

John 8:35 a son the Son

Col. 2:2 the mystery of God, both the mystery of God, and
  of the Father and of  of the Father, and of
  Christ  Christ (Trinity)

Matt. 8:19 et al. Teacher Master

Matt. 19:16 Good Teacher Good Master

Isa. 66:5 Omit he shall appear

Matt. 23:8 One is your Teacher, one is your Master,
  the Christ  even Christ

Matt. 23:10 And do not be called Neither be ye called
  teachers, for One is your  masters: for one is your
  Teacher, the Christ  Master, even Christ

New King James Omissions 
NKJV omits the word “Lord” 66 times.
NKJV omits the word “God” 51 times.
NKJV omits the word “heaven” 50 times.
NKJV omits the word “repent” 44 times.
NKJV omits the word “blood” 23 times.
NKJV omits the word “hell” 22 times.
NKJV omits the word “JEHOVAH” entirely.
NKJV omits the word “new testament” entirely.
NKJV omits the word “damnation” entirely.
NKJV omits the word “devils” entirely.
NKJV ignored the KJV Textus Receptus over 1,200 times.
NKJV replaced the KJV Hebrew with the corrupt Stuttgart Old Testament. 
NKJV (Thomas Nelson Publishers) was bought out by purveyor of erotica, Rupert Murdoch, 
owner of News Corporation and its subsidiary, HarperCollins, publisher of the Satanic Bible. 
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NKJV COPIES
JEHOVAH WITNESS VERSION

DEMOTES JESUS CHRIST
Acts 3:13 His Servant Jesus his Son Jesus
Acts 3:26 His Servant Jesus his Son Jesus
Acts 4:27 holy Servant Jesus holy child Jesus
Acts 4:30 holy Servant Jesus holy child Jesus

  creation  creature
Mark 2:15 OMITTED Jesus
Heb. 4:8 Joshua Jesus
Acts 7:45 Joshua Jesus
2 Thes. 3:5 patience of Christ patient waiting for Christ

DEMOTES TRINITY
Acts 17:29 Divine Nature Godhead
Phil. 4:20 our God and Father God and our Father
Rev. 1:6 His God and Father God and his Father
Col. 3:17 God the Father through Him God and the Father by him
John 14:16 Helper Comforter
John 14:26 Helper Comforter
John 15:26 Helper Comforter
John 16:7 Helper Comforter

WORKS / PROGRESSIVE SALVATION
1 Cor. 11:1 Imitate Christ followers . . . of Christ

Rom. 3:3 faithfulness faith

Rom. 11:30,32 disobedient…disobedience not believed…unbelief

Rev. 19:8 righteous acts of the saints righteousness of saints

1 Cor. 1:18 are being saved are saved

2 Cor. 2:15 are being saved are saved

Eph. 2:8 have been saved are . . . saved
The NKJV omits the historical Christological headings in the Old Testament 
(Isaiah, Psalms, Song of Solomon, etc.)
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The NKJV logo is the ancient symbol for the pagan trinity, 
not the Christian Trinity. Use of number symbols 
(like this 666) can be traced back to Pythagoras 
(582 B.C.), initiate into the Egyptian mysteries. 

The symbol was popularized again by satanist Aleister Crowley 
(circa 1900) for the Royal Arch (Lucifer) of the 3rd Degree of 
the York Order of Masonry. The symbol’s shape is duplicated 
as three initiates join arms and feet, while repeating the names 
of the ancient pagan trinity. The NJKV’s symbol can be seen 
on satanic rock group albums like Led Zeppelin, as well as on 
New Age bestsellers like The Aquarian Conspiracy. Remember 
Acts 17:29: “We ought not to think that the Godhead is like 
(anything)…graven by art…”

NKJV SUPPORTS NEW AGE IDEAS
 NKJV KJV

WORKS SALVATION

Gal. 5:22 faithfulness faith

1 John 5:13 may continue to believe may believe

Eccl. 5:20 God keeps him busy God answereth him

PROGRESSIVE AGES / EVOLUTION
Matt. 12:32 age to come world to come

Matt. 13:39 et al. end of the age end of the world

Acts 15:18 from eternity from the beginning of the
   world

1 Cor. 15:45 Adam became a living Adam was made a living
 being  soul

PANTHEISM, ANDROGYNY, GENDER EQUITY
Luke 7:19, 20 the Coming One he that should come

Matt. 11:3 the Coming One he that should come

John 7:18 et al. the One he, his

John 4:24 God is Spirit God is a Spirit

2 Cor. 2:10 presence person

Gen. 2:18 helper comparable to him help meet for him
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SELF-ESTEEM (“The devil made me do it.”)
Phil. 3:21 lowly body vile body

1 John 5:19 whole world lies under the whole world lieth in
 sway of the wicked one  wickedness

Luke 11:4 deliver us from the deliver us from evil
 evil one

Matt. 5:37 the evil one of evil

2 Cor. 1:12 boasting rejoicing

RELIGIOUS TOLERANCE • One World Religion
Acts 24:14 sect heresy

Acts 17:22 very religious too superstitious

Acts 4:25 nations (148 times) heathen

Acts 8:9 astonished bewitched

Acts 25:19 religion superstition

2 Cor. 10:5 casting down arguments Casting down imaginations

Titus 3:10 Reject a divisive man an heretick . . . reject

RELATIVE / SUBJECTIVE STANDARDS
Matt. 5:32 et al. sexual immorality fornication

1 Cor. 6:9 homosexuals (catamites only) effeminate

omit all perverted persons sodomite

2 Tim. 3:17 complete perfect

NEW AGE NAME GAME / JARGON
Matt. 23:10 et al. the Christ Christ

Ps. 109:6 omit Satan

Rom. 6:22 et al. slaves servants

omit 22x hades hell

omit 81x demon(s) devil(s)

MARK OF THE BEAST
Rev. 13:16 et al. a mark on their right hand a mark in their right hand
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WHY does the NKJV use harder words than the KJV? The derivative 
copyright law insists that: “To be copyrightable, a derivative work must 
be different enough from the original to be regarded as a ‘new work’ 
or must contain a substantial amount of new material. Making minor 
changes or additions of little substance to a preexisting work will not 
qualify the work as a new version for copyright purposes.” Therefore, 
all new Bible versions must change those simple one or two syllable 
Anglo-Saxon words to complex Latinized words. Consequently the KJV 
reads at the fifth grade level and the NKJV reads at the sixth grade level. 
Because of this copyright law, there will never be an easier to read Bible 
than the KJV. 

 HARD WORD EASY WORD
 NKJV KJV

2 Cor. 3:12 we use great we use great
 boldness of plainness of
 speech speech
Amos 5:21 savor smell
2 Cor. 5:2 habitation house
Eccl. 2:3 gratify give
Is. 28:1,4 verdant fat

Is. 13:12 mortal man
Deut. 28:50 elderly old
Judges 19:29 limb bones
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MINTON ASSERTS: “She says, ‘the KJV readings [emphasis mine] 
represent the earliest known manuscripts (i.e., P66 A.D. 175).’ This 
is a serious mistake because it is very well known that P66 is closer to 
the Alexandrian and Western texts [emphasis mine] than the KJV.” 

FACTS ARE: Once again he shows an unfamiliarity with the basic 
jargon of the field, missing the critical distinction between “readings” 
and “texts.” ‘Readings’ are as distinct from ‘texts’ as carrots are from 
vegetable soup. If I said, “The carrots are orange,” only a non-En-
glish speaking critic would retort, “The soup is not orange!” Minton 
managed to miss the 29 times the word ‘readings’ is used in my short 
6-page discussion of Early Manuscripts (Ch. 35). (The only conclusion 
rendered regarding text type was not mine, but Pickering’s.) It would 
behoove one to learn to read one’s own language before attempting a 
second language, Greek. 

The discovery and collation of the papyri in the 1950’s and 1960’s 
struck a heavy blow to the textual theories of new version advocates. 
KJV readings previously considered to be late, were discovered to be 
very early—earlier in fact than the Vaticanus or Sinaiticus manuscripts 
which underlie the ESV, CSB, NIV, and NASB. The KJV’s critics 
were forced to change their 26th edition of Nestle Greek text in nearly 
500 places—back to the KJV. New versions became woefully out of 
date with their “heart” instead of “pure heart” (1 Peter 1:22), “Lord Je-
sus” instead of “Lord Jesus Christ” (1 Cor. 5:4 ), and “prayer” instead 
of “prayer and fasting” (Mark 9:29). 

An apparent lack of first-hand acquaintance with much of the pri-
mary data brings Mr. Minton to conclude, “P66 disagrees with the 
Textus Receptus 638 times on its 862 variants and is therefore in dis-
agreement with the KJV.” 
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In fact, the variants in P66 include “400 itacistic [wrong] spellings,” 
“200 nonsense readings” and to “this evidence of carelessness must be 
included those [216] singular readings…that can be given no more 
exact label than carelessness” (Colwell, Scribal Habits in Early Papyri). 
Minton’s figures do not distinguish ‘variants’ such as P66’s 54 leaps 
forward, 22 leaps backward and 61 dropped syllables, from true dif-
ferences which are significant to the text and translation. Colwell con-
cludes that many of the variants in P66 arise because its scribe did not 
speak Greek. “P66 has so many nonsensical readings that the tran-
scriber could not have known the meaning of the text.” Try copying 
the book of John and see if you make over 800 errors! 

Of the verses listed in Comfort’s Early Manuscripts and Modern 
Translations, et al., having “significance for text and translation,” P66 
vindicates 24 KJV readings and vindicates only 18 readings used in 
liberal translation. (See accompanying chart.) 

The textual area covered in Klijns A Survey of the Researches into the 
Western Text of the Gospels and Acts shows P66 agreeing with the Textus 
Receptus 33 times, Sinaiticus 14 times and Vaticanus 29 times. 

Minton’s figures do not reveal which P66 supports his views, the 
original P66* or the corrector P66c. The most important fact about 
P66, the oldest non-fragmentary copy of John, is that, according to 
Colwell, “Strangely enough to our previous ideas, the contemporary 
corrections in that papyrus frequently change an Alpha-type [KJV] 
reading to a Beta-type reading [new version].” Thus, on the very face 
of this, the oldest manuscript, one can actually see that someone al-
tered (between 75 and 250 places) the original scribe’s KJV-type text 
to conform it to the current corrupt new version text-type. Note just 
two examples. 
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P66*	 John 7:39
P66c	 John 7:39

Holy Spirit
Spirit

P66*	 John 14:4
P66c	 John 14:4

and the way ye know
the way

Finally, I would like to direct Mr. Minton to a thorough exam-
ination of Sturz’s The Byzantine Text-Type and New Testament Textual 
Criticism, for documentation of early KJV ‘readings.’ 

Pickering’s Identity of New Testament Text concludes, “Is the summa-
ry assignment of P66 and P75 to the Alexandrian Text-type altogether 
reasonable?” 

MINTON ASSERTS: “P66 is closer to the Alexandrian and Western 
texts than the KJV.” 

FACTS ARE: Mr. Minton may not be aware that editio princeps of 
P66 “has been shown to contain a considerable number of errors” so 
all of the statistics are now in need of serious revision.” (Studies and 
Documents, Vol. 34, p.iii, iv.). Given a better edition, scholars now dis-
agree with Minton, concluding, “There is no striking agreement with 
Codex Vaticanus,”(p. 2). “It is impossible to fit the papyri, from the 
time prior to the 4th century, into these two text types…” (Aland, The 
Bible in Modern Scholarship, pp. 336-337). “First, P66 is not closely 
related to any individual MS of the Neutral traditions… B disagrees 
with P66 40% of the time, Aleph disagrees with P66 57% of the time,” 
(Studies, p. 5). “Secondly, and more significantly, P66 varies from the 
Neutral tradition in a considerable number of readings of the type 
which are often supported by the bulk of the Byzantine tradition and 
which frequently find their way into the T.R.” (p. 16). “The greatest 
amount of mixture in P66 is the Byzantine type of reading” (p. 18). 

“The greatest amount of mixture is not from the readings of the 
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Western tradition…the increase of Byzantine readings is a much more 
significant factor” (p. 26). “P66 is the earliest Greek witness to the text 
of the T.R.” (p. 55). Even after the corrector did his damage, a recent 
study shows the following agreement of P66 to the T.R. (p.70). 

TR	 agrees with P66c	 52x
P75	 agrees with P66c	 42x
A	 agrees with P66c	 39x

This is a photo of P66 showing the oldest extant rendering of John 7:38-
45. The sixth line down from the top says, “Holy Spirit.” However a scribe 
has added the Alexandrian critical sign of the obelus above “Holy,” indi-
cating that he wanted to omit it.
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B	 agrees with P66c	 48x
D	 agrees with P66c	 33x
Aleph	 agrees with P66c	 40x

Minton ‘s difficulty lies also in the fact that the major collators of P66 
disagree as to their conclusions. The T.R. shows a 47.5% agreement 
with P66, Minton’s Alexandrian manuscripts (Aleph and B combined) 
likewise show a 47.5% agreement with P66. With statistics like this, 
it is no wonder experts disagree in their conclusions. But when the 
corrector of P66 moves in, it agrees with the T.R. 51.9% and the Al-
exandrian text only 48.5% of the time (p.14). This leads Metzger (and 
Aland) to conclude, “The lesson to be drawn from such evidence…is 
that the general neglect of the Antiochian readings which has been so 
common among many textual critics is quite unjustified” (p. 80). 

When confronted with these and Pickering’s conclusions, Gordon 
Fee directs his readers to the research of none other than Cardinal 
Carlo Maria Martini, the man Time magazine (Jan. 1995) described 
as being the man most likely to be the next Pope! When the KJV’s text 
and readings are proven incontrovertibly to be of an early origin, men 
like Martini and their minions, like Minton, will be there to throw 
sand statistics in your eyes. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “She falsely claims they [Westcott and Hort] 
were Satanists…[S]he is totally incorrect about these two men…
Actually, Westcott and Hort were typical Anglican scholars just like 
Dean Burgon…”

FACTS ARE: Once again, Minton ‘makes up’ a quote, for nowhere 
can such a statement be found in New Age Bible Versions. The closest 
would be, “She was an open Satanist,” referring to Madam Blavatsky! 
Only a cross-eyed professor, struggling to control his ‘pupils,’ could 
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mistakenly switch headings on charts which clearly put Westcott un-
der the headings ‘Apostate Christianity’ or ‘New Version Editors.’ Not 
once are Westcott and Hort listed under ‘Luciferians,’ ‘New Age,’ 
or ‘Cults.’ We need CROSSeyed professors whose eyes are on the 
CROSS. 

To understand why Westcott and Hort started a Ghostlie Guild, 
one must understand: 1) Platonism had a high regard for contact 
with intermediary spirit beings (Plato said his ‘daemon’ made him 
a genius). 2) Westcott’s Platonism was documented by the standard 
reference work, Hasting’s Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics, which 
identifies Westcott and Hort as the nineteenth century proponents of 
Platonism. Westcott’s son said that his father had “faith” in “Spiritual-
ism.” Webster defines spiritualism as “the practice of spiritualists, and 
the belief that departed spirits hold intercourse with mortals by means 
of physical phenomena, as by rapping, or during abnormal mental 
states, as in trances, commonly manifested through a medium.” Web-
ster defines necromancy as, “communication with the spirits of the 
dead.” The pretense by Minton that Westcott’s Spiritualism was sci-
entific and only a part of his college days is documentably wrong. 

Westcott speaks as late as 1880 (age 55), about “fellowship with the 
spiritual world” and “the dominion which the dead have over us.” If 
their Ghostlie Guild were scientific, it would not have aroused the 
“derision and even some alarm” by Cambridge colleagues who were 
“appalled” and referred to it as “medieval darkness.” The Encyclopedia 
of Occultism and Parapsychology lists this ghost club as one in which 
“members related personal experiences concerning ghosts.” We might 
contrast Westcott and Hort, whose writing condones communication 
with spirits, with King James I, who authored an entire book (Demon-
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ology, 1597) condemning Spiritualism. James warned that it was ‘all 
a snare’ and ‘dangerous to the soul’ (C. S. Lewis, English Literature in 
the 16th Century, p. 7). 

(Minton’s NIV manages to translate the Bible omitting the words 
“necromancer, witch, wizard, exorcist, devils, and Lucifer.” Since “bot-
tomless pit” is also gone, I guess they have nothing to worry about.) 

In addition to numerous references given in New Age Bible Versions, 
B.F. Westcott is identified as “a mystic” by the standard reference work 
of his day, The Encyclopedia Britannica (1911). Princeton University 
Press’ recent book, The Christian Socialist Revival (1968, Peter d’ A 
Jones) says B.F. Westcott was “a mystic” (p. 179). The highly respected 
Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethics identifies both B.F. Westcott and F. 
J. A. Hort as Alexandrian mystics (see ‘Alexandrian Theology, et al.). 
The Occult Illustrated Dictionary even cites our Bible correctors B.F. 
Westcott, Hort, and Lightfoot and their ‘ghostly’ games. 

Kirsopp Lake, Harvard’s most famous Professor of Church History 
writes of Westcott’s heresy. Lake also explains that the unperceptive 
mistake Westcott for an orthodox believer because of “[H]is matchless 
powers of shading language, so that the change from white to black 
appears inevitable, natural, indeed scarcely perceptible…” through 
which he imposed changes “on the English Church with scarcely a 
struggle. To historians, it was obvious, of course, that the creed had 
been denied.” (Immortality and the Modern Mind, 1922). 

MINTON ASSERTS: “[T]he Westcott and Hort text is insignifi-
cant for four reasons. First, others had essentially the same text before 
them.” 

FACTS ARE: Westcott and Hort and their skulduggery are only two 
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of the black sheep in the new versions’ genealogy. Those “others,” who 
had earlier advocated Westcott and Hort type readings, were limit-
ed to a handful of Catholic (Jerome, Basserion, Simon), Semi-Arian 
(Origen, Eusebius, Sandius and Priestly), and Unitarian heretics (Bid-
dle, Buckminster and Norton). The text moved into the nineteenth 
century through the hands of a few critics such as Griesbach and his 
‘live-in’ partner, J. S. Semler. The New Schaff-Herzog Encyclopedia 
(10:355) describes the latter as a practitioner of “alchemy, mystical 
theosophy [Luciferianism], and freemasonry.” Although Lachman, 
Tischendorf and Tregellas further developed this text-type, the text of 
W-H was called the ‘New’ Greek text in its day since their predeces-
sors neither finalized, formalized, nor fomented it to public use. With 
pro-homosexual chairmen for the NIV Old Testament Committee 
(Martin Woudstra) and Catholic Cardinal Martini carrying forth this 
corrupt Greek tradition, Westcott and Hort became just one more 
link in the chain. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “No textual critic now holds to the Westcott 
and Hort theories of textual criticism.” 

FACTS ARE: The theories of textual criticism set forth in Westcott 
and Hort’s Introduction to the New Testament in the Original Greek 
(pp. viii —xiii) are identical to those Metzger said the current Greek 
editions used. (A Textual Commentary on the Greek N. T., pp. xxiv-xx-
viii). These include external observations and internal evidence such 
as intrinsic and transcriptural probabilities. The NIV preface like-
wise says it uses these “accepted principles of N.T. textual criticism” 
(p. x). Gordon Fee, North America’s preeminent textual critic says, 
“Modern textual criticism relies heavily on such canons,” New Age 
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Bible Versions, (ch. 30), quotes four other current scholars (Greenlee, 
Comfort, Kohlenburger and Carson) all of whom agree that West-
cott and Hort’s theories still dominate the field of textual criticism. 
One can even find their genealogical methods still in use today by the 
Hodge-Farstad Majority Text in its mishandling of the manuscripts of 
Revelation. (This continues in spite of proof [Colwell] that one can-
not create a stemma from a mixed text. 

Kilpatrick and Elliot’s ‘rigorous eclecticism’ repeats Westcott and 
Hort’s attention to: 1) the style of the writer, 2) context, and 3) read-
ings which are harder, less harmonizing and/or shorter. To this list, 
Fee and Aland’s ‘reasoned eclecticism’ adds external criteria evaluat-
ing which manuscripts are best; they always echo Westcott and Hort’s 
preference for the Vatican MS. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “Thirdly, no current Greek New Testament is 
like theirs.” 

FACTS ARE: The preface to the UBS Greek text says that it was done 
on the “basis of Westcott and Hort’s edition of the Greek New Tes-
tament” (p. v). In a letter dated 1990, Metzger repeated to Dr. K. D. 
DiVietro, “We took as our base at the beginning the text of Westcott 
and Hort…” Kenneth Clark’s word-for-word collation of Nestle and 
W. H. showed them almost identical. Everett Fowler’s collation of the 
UBS 3rd edition and W-H showed less than a 3% variance. Robin-
son finds no more than 600 to 700 differences. The admission by the 
Nestle/UBS text that “the age of Westcott-Hort and of Tischendorf 
is definitely over” relates to those 465 readings (only a quarter of 1% 
of the text) in which they were forced to return to King James type 
readings due to the discovery and collation of the papyrus. Herein lies 
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the so-called ‘eclectic’ nature of the New Greek texts—less than one 
quarter of 1%! Further, the NASB and NIV do not include many of 
these updates. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “Finally, the modern versions (NASV and 
NIV) are not based on the Alexandrian texts, or on the Westcott and 
Hort text. They are based on an eclectic text which sometimes favors 
TR over Aleph and B.” 

FACTS ARE: According to Comfort, (Early Manuscripts and Modern 
Translations) the NASB “followed the 1957 edition of Nestle’s…” and 
“does not reflect the impact of the latest manuscripts,” (p. 193, 195), 
hence giving it a very Westcott-Hort face. The NIV followed the UBS 
first edition (1966), often still ignoring the papyrus, as can be seen 
in their rendering of 1 Peter 1:22 (“heart” instead of “pure heart’’). 

New Age Bible Versions (p. 499-502) gives my collation of data re-
vealing “new version editors use ‘majority’ or KJV readings when no 
doctrinal issues are involved. This might be expected since a large part 
of even new versions must contain the traditional bible readings in or-
der to be sold as Bibles. However, new versions use minority text-type 
readings when an opportunity arose to present New Age philosophy 
or to demote God and Christ.” This phenomenon, coupled with the 
fact that the TR and Nestle agree 85% in the gospels, 90% in Acts, 
and 96% in the epistles, gives the NIV what Minton calls an “eclectic 
text.” God calls it the New Ishmael Version—some Abraham and some 
Hagar. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “Psalm 12:6, 7 teaches it is the faithful peo-
ple God will keep, not the Bible…” 

FACTS ARE: “The words of the LORD are pure words: as silver 
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tried in a furnace of earth, purified seven times. Thou shalt keep them, 
O LORD, thou shalt preserve them from this generation for ever.” 
There is no Hebrew basis for Minton to follow the NIV rendering 
here “protect us from such people” (p. 7b). The word it translates as 
‘us’ is actually singular. The NIV must change the vowel points or go 
to Catholic sources such as the Vaticanus Old Testament (LXX), Je-
rome’s Latin or Augustine. The one who “disregards truth and historic 
Baptist positions,” seems to be Minton, not I. “Them” in verse 7a 
cannot refer to the people of verse 5 because proper syntax demands 
the antecedent to a pronoun be adjacent (verse 6) without another 
antecedent intervening. The “them” of verse 7a clearly refers to the 
“words” of verse 6. All Hebrew grammars from the historic Gesenius 
to the contemporary Waltke agree that masculine suffixes (them) are 
frequently used to refer to feminine substantives (“words”)(i.e. Job 
31:11). The double occurrence of “words” parallels the double oc-
currence of “them.” This parallelism of thought is a basic feature of 
Hebrew poetry. The second “them” coming from a Hebrew masculine 
suffix, added to a Hebrew verb, may parallel “silver,” a singular mas-
culine antecedent. 

It is apparent to any student of the Bible that Psalm 12:1-8 is setting 
up a comparison between the words of men (“speak,” “lips,” “tongue,” 
“said,” “puffeth”), their characteristics (“vanity,” “flattering,” “double 
heart,” and “proud”) and their longevity (“cut off’’) against “the words 
of the LORD,” their character (“pure”) and longevity (“keep,” “pre-
serve,” “for ever”). 

Minton asserts further that the word “is” does not occur in the TR 
or in manuscripts in 2 Tim. 3:16 (“All scripture is given by the inspi-
ration of God…”). However, any Greek grammar textbook makes it 



Which Bible Is God’s Word? 25

clear that the auxiliary verb “is” is idiomatically a part of the Greek 
meaning. Without it, the sentence would have no primary verb; “in-
spired” would remain a participle, losing the sense of a verb and be-
coming an attribute. No Greek grammarian could correctly translate 
2 Tim. 3:16 without “is,” much less with The Living Bible’s “was,” as 
is the point of comparison on page 510 of New Age Bible Versions. 

We are living in dark days indeed, when an independent Baptist 
Bible school professor calls it “cultism” to believe God has preserved 
his word without error.

The Authorized Edition of the Bible: Its Subsequent Reprints, by F. H. 
A. Scrivener, lists the six different categories of italics used by the KJV 
translators. Minton’s assertion “that the 1611 KJV’s use of italics was 
one of it’s weakest areas,” is highly subjective, imposing Minton’s own 
set of rules on the translators and ascribing to them the “carelessness” 
of the early printers (p. 63). 

I pointed out (p. 511) that the italics of 1 John 2:23 were vindicated 
by Greek manuscript evidence “discovered hundreds of years later.” 
Minton must alter my statement to create an error. My statement, 
“scholars perceive to be the most accurate” became “…her most ac-
curate Greek manuscripts…she considers evil and worthless in oth-
er places.” Also, he wrongly assumes my reference was to Vaticanus, 
which he should know was not “discovered hundreds of years later.” 
Other manuscripts, such as A and C, both fifth century works, vindi-
cate the italics, proving ninth century uncials, K and L, wrong here. 

MINTON ASSERTS: “[S]he quotes her first Bible verse, Luke 4:8 
from the KJV, and makes two mistakes. Other pages where she mis-
quotes the KJV include 246, 609, and 610.” 
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FACTS ARE: There are NO errors in the presentation of the afore-
mentioned verses. Will some kind Christian send Minton a gift copy 
of the standard work, The Chicago Manual of Style lest this “Graduate 
School of Theology” professor and thesis advisor continue teaching 
without a background in proper citation methods? Then he will know 
that he should have capitalized “defend” in his article’s title (capitalize 
verbs, p. 229). His lack of knowledge of two simple rules, which apply 
when quoting Bible verses, leads him to his embarrassing accusations. 
First, a writer may choose to begin a quote at whatever point is best 
grammatically. The Manual informs us, “Only as much of the source 
as necessary should be quoted, and the sentence should be phrased in 
such a way that the quoted words fit logically, as grammatical parts of 
it” (p. 285). The connective “for” joins Luke 4:6, 7 and 8a with 8b; 
to begin the verse here would be grammatically unclear. Secondly, The 
Manual instructs that, “The initial letter may be changed to a capi-
tal…” (p. 283 ); consequently “it” would become “It”. The Manual 
says further, “If a quotation that is only part of a sentence in the orig-
inal, forms a complete sentence as quoted, a lower case letter may be 
changed to a capital:’ This is why “Set” is capitalized on his cited page 
609. “Only in legal works is any such change in capitalization indicat-
ed by brackets” (p. 286). Minton’s lack of familiarity with such rules 
of citation leads him to wrongly perceive errors on the other pages he 
cites. On page 246, the quote from Acts 11:21 was commenced at 
the word “a great number” rather than “and a,” to increase syntactical 
readability. The comma after “believed,” stands only as a clarifier when 
seen as a part of the entire sentence. The Manual suggests “punctu-
ation” should adapt to its setting (p. 246), so most charts have no 
punctuation since short phrases are compared. 
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Mr. Minton has proven none of his assertions regarding the KJV or 
New Age Bible Versions. His review has only served to expose his own 
lack of familiarity with what should be his forte as a graduate faculty 
member—that being: 1) manuscript style, 2) primary sources, and 3) 
statistical significance. None of these areas are of any real concern to 
someone who wants to help precious young men training to be pas-
tors. But too many schools, like Baptist Bible College, substitute the 
shallow academics evidenced in Minton’s review for the admonition 
to “commit” “the things that thou hast heard” “to faithful men” (2 
Tim. 2:2).
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Q	 In the previous answer you showed many doctrinal er-

rors in the New King James Bible (NKJV), including verses 

which teach salvation by works and demote the deity of 

Christ. Would you share more NKJV problems and errors?

A	 Ron Minton asserts that the Holy Bible, our beloved King James 
Version, has mistakes in it. He is a ‘professor’ at Bible Baptist Gradu-
ate School of Theology in Springfield, Missouri. He wants to defend 
the numerous omissions of the word “God”, in the NKJV (New King 
James Version). 

Thomas Nelson Publishers, creators of this version need all the de-
fenders they can muster. They have been charged with fraud by the 
Securities and Exchange Commission. The Oct. 1, 1997 Washington 
Post reported that no company in the history of the SEC had ever 
stooped as low. The publishers of the NKJV are now paying nearly 
$400,000.00 in fines. Things have not fared smoothly for the publish-
er since their introduction of this subtle counterfeit version. 

The errors in the NKJV, exposed in the book New Age Bible Versions, 
set off, as the New York Times reported in Oct. 28, 1996, $1.4 million 
loss “due to reduced sales and high returns from some Christian…
bookstores.” Nelson suffered, what Christian Retailing called “Black 
October.” Their stock dropped 37%. 

WARNING: The NKJV is continually changing many 
words, including those discussed in this article. Your edi-
tion may be different.
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NKJV IGNORES HEBREW — There are thousands of such in-
stances in which the New King James Version does not translate the 
traditional Hebrew text. Deut. 15:14 uses the word “God”, contrary 
to Minton’s assertion that the Hebrew text is followed in “all 51 plac-
es” where the NKJV omits the word “God”. 

 
KJV               Deut. 15:14 NKJV
LORD thy God LORD

In 2 Sam 12:22, the NKJV ignores the Hebrew text followed by the 
KJV translators. The footnotes in the NKJV and Kittel’s Biblia He-
braica both admit that Hebrew manuscripts, as well as the Syriac, 
here use the word ‘God’ (Elohim, not the Tetragrammaton, JHVH, 
usually rendered ‘LORD’ and shown in the currently printed Hebrew 
editions.) 

Textual variants, such as this, (and Gen. 6:5 where the word for 
‘God’ is in thousands of manuscripts from varied language groups) 
make one wonder how Minton could say he “checked all 51 places.” 
Check again. 

Minton’s assertion that in “all 51 places” the NKJV “correctly and 
literally” translates the text, while the KJV used “dynamic equiva-
lence/paraphrase” is wrong. The KJV’s use of ‘God’ to translate JHVH 
is ignored by the NKJV in Ex. 34:23, but followed in scores of other 
places (i.e. Gen. 15:2, Josh. 7:7, Judges 6:22, et.al). The NKJV gives 
the reader the false impression that the Hebrew of Ex. 34:23 is iden-
tical to that of Ex. 34:6. The KJV indicates correctly that it is not. 

NKJV USES WEAKER RENDERINGS — The infrequent, but 
necessary rendering of JHVH, as ‘God’, is paralleled in the need to 
translate Kurios, as ‘God’ once in the New Testament. It not only 
identifies the LORD as God, but identifies Jesus as God. The KJV 
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identifies “the word of the Lord Jesus” (Acts 19:10) as “the word of 
God” (Acts 19:20). The NKJV merely reaffirms it as “the word of the 
Lord.” The KJV’s rendering is particularly powerful given the chap-
ter’s dynamics which counterpoise the “word of God” against “books” 
of the curious arts and the “gods” and “goddess” of the Ephesians. The 
old lexicons always identify the Lord as God. The term has become 
more and more watered-down through the centuries. The KJV always 
renders the text in a way in which God and Jesus are glorified the most 
allowed by the text. Note Judges 20:31:

KJV               Judges 20:31 NKJV
house of God Bethel

Note that the focus turns, not to God, but to the temporal world, 
reinforcing the man-centered, not God-centered, view of the early pa-
gans and modern Christian. The Hebrew text says, Beyth, from bavith, 
meaning ‘house’ and El meaning ‘God’. In Judges God is interpreting 
‘Bethel’ “literally,” contrary to Minton’s assertions. God’s built-in dic-
tionary in the KJV frequently provides such reader helps. (If this is 
wrong, why does the NKJV copy the KJV in Judges 20:26 using the 
very same words, “house of God”?) 

NKJV USES NEW AGE ‘BUZZ’ WORDS LIKE JEHOVAH 

WITNESS VERSION (NWT) — The NKJV has adopted the ren-
derings of liberal non-Christian lexical writers who, to support such 
readings, cite their usage by early pagan authors. 
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KJV               NKJV NWT
Mat. 2:12
warned of God            

Acts 10:22 
warned from God

Rom. 11:4 
answer of God 

Heb. 8:5 
admonished of 
God

Heb. 11:7
warned of God

divinely warned

divinely instructed

divine response

divinely instructed

divinely warned

divine warning

divine instructions

divine
pronouncement

divine command

divine warning

The Oxford English Dictionary defines “God” as, “the Creator and 
Ruler of the Universe… the Trinity, God the Father, God the Son, 
God the Holy Ghost…” No wonder the Jehovah Witnesses omit it.

The same dictionary defines ‘divine’ and ‘divinely’ as “…doctor of 
divinity…a diviner or soothsayer…interpret by supernatural or magi-
cal insights…occult devices…with an excellency or perfection beyond 
human…” 

The KJV’s use of ‘God’ cannot be misinterpreted. 
The citing of pagan writers was not widely practiced by lexicon 

writers before 1716. Pasor’s Lexicon Graeco-Latinum (1619) said in 
its preface that “he composed the lexicon in order that young people 
might come to a better knowledge of the testament of Jesus Christ our 
Saviour.” “He rejects philosophers and poets. Homer and his followers 
say a great deal about the gods but basically they are atheists.” He, 
unlike later lexical writers, believed “the Bible is inspired.” 
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However, in 1746 C. Schottgen began revising Pasor. “In contrast 
to Pasor he gave many references to secular literature. Lexicons went 
on a swift downhill journey thereafter with, among others, W.A. Tell-
er, who believed in the “union” of “all men in one religion.” “The 
whole content of religion is to free people from the fear of God,” he 
felt. (Theological Dictionary of the New Testament Index compiled by 
R. Pitkin, Wm. B. Eerdman’s Pub. Co., Vol. 10, see pp. 613-660.). 

Space does not permit a listing of all of the heresies promoted by 
the authors of the lexicons used by the NKJV translators. The secular 
translation “divinely” or ‘divine’ can only be justified using the secu-
lar approach of modern lexicons. The old lexicons define the Greek 
words used here as “to be directed or warned by God…God dealing or 
speaking with man…God, on these occasions meeting, as it were with 
man.” The translators of the King James Bible used such lexicons. 

The current secularization of vocabulary is seen in the NKJV’s 
translation of Isaiah 44:8. The rendering of the King James Bible is 
paralleled worldwide (i.e. as ‘God’ in the historical German (Gott). 
Even the Theological Dictionary, p. 95, note 8 and 9, relays the transla-
tion of this Hebrew term as ‘God’ saying that here the LXX has ‘God’, 
theos’, not Rock, petra. 

KJV               Isaiah 44:8 NKJV
Is there a God beside me? yea, 
there is no God         

Is there a God beside me? Indeed
there is no other Rock;
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The question put forth is never answered in the NKJV and leaves 
the door wide open for “another” (2 Cor. 11:4) god besides God. 

NKJV PARAPHRASES — The preceding documentation proves 
wrong Minton’s claim that “the KJV used dynamic equivalency/
paraphrase…in all 51 places.” He’s wrong once again when he adds, 
“[W] hen I checked all 51 places…I found that the NKJV…literally 
(using formal equivalence) translates the Masoretic Hebrew.” 

For example, in Ezra 7:25, the KJV formally (that means, using not 
just the correct word, but the same part of speech) translates ‘God’ as 
a noun with the pronominal suffix ‘thy’. Likewise, it translates ‘wis-
dom’ as a noun with the prefixed preposition ‘of ’. (The kaph indicates 
a comparison or a relation to the noun.) 

KJV               Ezra 7:25 NKJV
wisdom of God God-given wisdom

The NKJV ignores the Hebrew parts of speech. It turns ‘God’ into 
part of an adjective by joining it to the nonexistent word ‘given’. The 
NKJV literally translates the identical construct in Ezra 7:14, 19, and 
26, proving the correctness of the KJV. The same nonformal/para-
phrase rendering can be seen in the NKJV in Eccl. 3:10. There they 
take the noun ‘God’, combine it with a Qal perfect verb, and turn 
them into one adjective. 

KJV               Eccl. 3:10 NKJV
travail, which God hath 
given

God-given task with which

“You-Are-the-God-Who-Sees in the NKJV in Gen. 16:3 takes the 
cake! 

GOD SAVE THE KING — Between 1000 and 2000 paraphrases 
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have been found in the NKJV. The KJV has a few. Since “men shall 
wax worse and worse” the colloquialisms of the 1600s are bound to be 
better than those used today. Note 1 Sam. 10:24: 

KJV               1 Sam. 10:24 NKJV
God save the king. Long live the king!

Mr. Minton says, “They do not use italics either.” Neither does the 
NKJV and it adds the word ‘Long’, which is not in the Hebrew text! 
The phrase actually is ‘save the king,’ with ‘You’ as the grammatically 
implied subject of this imperative sentence. A pronoun usually refers 
back to the last proper name or noun. If the KJV did not add ‘God’, 
the reader might think the reference was to Samuel. Both versions add 
a word. Neither adds italics. The KJV, as usual, gives glory to God. 
The NKJV gives us a drinking toast! Note that the idiomatic phrases 
of the KJV give glory to God. 

KJV               2 Sam. 18:33 NKJV
would God I had died for
thee

if only I had died in your place

KJV               Deut. 28:67 NKJV
Would God it were morning! Oh, that it were morning!

KJV               2 John 1:10 NKJV
bid him God speed greet him

KJV               1 Sam. 20:2 NKJV
God forbid By no means

These KJV expressions are still currently used in much of the En-
glish-speaking world. Americans are very ethnocentric. The NKJV’s 
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expressions are no more literal Hebrew or Greek than the KJV’s. Who 
saves? Who forbids? Who died for thee? Who gives speed? Who brings 
the morning? The Holy Bible is a book about God. The world may 
leave him out of their newspapers and books, but this is God’s book. 

“Now which is a more accurate translation in these 51 cases?”, asks 
Mr. Minton. We’ll let the NKJV translators answer that question. In 
Judges 9:29 the NKJV even adds an asterisk (*), leading to a note 
which says, “lit. hand”, the precise reading of the KJV. 

KJV               Judges 9:29 NKJV
And would to God this 
people were under my hand!

if only this people were under 
my* authority!

NKJV omits  
God 51 times 
Blood 23 times

NKJV & BLOODSHED — John MacArthur’s well known her-
esies about the blood of Jesus Christ, no doubt come from his use 
of the NASB, which often omits the word blood and uses the word 
‘death’. The NKJV (MacArthur’s Study Bible is NKJV) often substi-
tutes ‘bloodshed’ for ‘blood’, even when the Hebrew or Greek word 
is ‘blood’. See Lev. 17:4, Deut. 17:8, 19:10, 22:8, 2 Chron. 19:10, 
Prov. 28:17, Is. 33:15, Ez. 9:9, 22:13, Hos. 1:4, 4:2, 12:14, Joel 3:21, 
Micah 3:10, Hab. 2:12, and Heb. 12:4.
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JESUS & ITALICS: What would Jesus do? — Contrary to Mr. 
Minton’s implication that the KJV does not use italics for added 
words, it does. The NKJV, NIV, and NASV are not honest in this 
regard. For instance, in Ps. 132:5 ‘God’ is added in italics. In that 
same verse, the NKJV adds the New Age pantheistic god, the ‘One’ 
and does not use italics. In Job 27:22, 1 Cor. 16:2, 1 Thes. 5:23, and 
2 Tim 4:16, the KJV adds italics. Without the added words, you do 
not have a complete sentence. The NKJV adds words to make a com-
plete sentence, but they do not always put them in italics, nor do their 
additions glorify God. The KJV uses italics when the theological or 
grammatical sense of a verse demands the insertion of English words 
to accurately complete a Hebrew or Greek thought.
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Omitting the italics is a mistake Jesus and Paul would not make. 
Note the following examples. 

•	 The italics of Deut. 8:3 are quoted by 
Jesus in the Greek text of Mat. 4:4. 

•	 The italics of Ps. 16:8 are quoted by 
Peter in the Greek text of Acts 2:25. 

•	 The italics of Isa. 65:1 are quoted by 
Paul in the Greek text of Rom. 10:20.

•	 The italics of Ps. 94:11 are quoted by 
Paul in the Greek text of 1 Cor. 3:20.

•	 The italics of Deut. 25:4 are quoted by 
Paul in the Greek text of 1 Cor. 9:9. 

“And the writing was, JESUS OF NAZARETH THE KING OF 
THE JEWS. This title then read many of the Jews…Then said the 
chief priests of the Jews to Pilate, Write not, The King of the Jews; but 
that he said, I am King of the Jews.” (John 19:19-21) 

The religious leaders wanted to add three words and omit one. 
Those who cannot even spell the English language (that includes most 
of us) should not change the writing of God.

Let the writing of God change us.
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The following are just a few of the thousands of times the NKJV 
ignores the historical Greek Textus Receptus , Majority Text, and the 
Traditional Hebrew text.

Deut. 15:14 KJV/Hebrew LORD thy God
NKJV LORD

_____________________________________________________

Heb. 4:8 KJV/Greek TR Jesus
NKJV Joshua

NKJV denies pre-incarnate Christ. NKJV uses inconsistent trans-
lation (see TR 1 Tim 1:15, Acts 7:59.) The Hebrew Isaiah becomes 
the Greek Esaias, Josiah becomes Josias (See Mat.1:10,11) etc. in TR 
and KJV.

Acts 7:45 KJV/TR Jesus
NKJV Joshua

_____________________________________________________

Acts 10:7 KJV/TR spake unto  
Cornelius…he called

NKJV spake to him… 
Cornelius called

The NKJV follows the corrupt text of Westcott and Hort here. The 
Greek Textus Receptus does not have the Greek phrase “to him” but 
Westcott and Hort do, as do the recent critical editions such as the 
UBS Greek text.
_____________________________________________________

Num. 5:21 KJV/Hebrew priest
NKJV he

_____________________________________________________	
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To find the thousands of places where the NKJV drops or changes the 
Hebrew or Greek, simply begin in Genesis 1. That chapter alone has 
three obvious omissions: the NKJV drops the Hebrew “and” in verses 
2,5, and 17.

More examples where the NKJV ignores the Greek and Hebrew text:
_____________________________________________________

Isa. 9:3 KJV/Hebrew not increased the joy
KJV follows: Kethib

NKJV increased the joy
NKJV is following:
Qere and the Targums, an
Aramic paraphrase

_____________________________________________________

Isa. 49:5 KJV/Hebrew be not gathered
Kethib (Hebrew text)

NKJV is gathered
NKJV is following:
Qere (margin), Dead Sea 
Scrolls, and LXX (Vaticanus 
et. al)

_____________________________________________________

1 Cor. 7:13 KJV/TR leave him
NKJV divorce him

IF this were correct, then the devil divorced Jesus in Mat 4:11, Si-
mon and Andrew divorced their nets and their father in Mat. 4:20 
and Mark 1:20, the woman divorced her water pots in John 4:28 and 
in Mark 1:29, you will receive an hundred fold reward if you divorce 
your wife for the sake of the gospel.
_____________________________________________________
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Mat. 27:6 KJV/TR it is the price of blood 
(Singular)

NKJV they are the price of 
blood (Plural)

_____________________________________________________

Mic. 7:19 KJV/Heb. their sins (Third person)

NKJV our sins (First person)

_____________________________________________________

1 Kings 16:7 KJV/Heb. him (Sing. masc.)

NKJV them (Plural neuter)

_____________________________________________________

Josh. 17:14 KJV/Heb me (Sing. masc.)

NKJV us (Plural)

_____________________________________________________
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NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV
NKJV

Matt. 1:18
Matt. 1:23
Matt: 1:23
Matt. 1:23
Matt. 1:23
Matt. 2:9
Matt. 2:12
Matt. 2:14
Matt. 2:16
Matt. 2:18
Matt. 2:18
Matt. 3:7
Matt. 3:15
Matt. 3:16
Matt. 4:3
Matt. 5:5
Matt. 5:11
Matt. 5:16
Matt. 5:17
Matt. 5:17
Matt. 5:29
Matt. 5:31
Matt. 5:41
Matt. 5:43
Matt. 6:28
Matt. 7:4
Matt. 7:13
Matt. 8:6
Matt. 8:27
Matt. 9:9
Matt. 9:17
Matt. 10:9
Matt. 10:19
Matt. 10:34

as follows
a virgin
shall be
bear
shall call
heard
being divinely warned
for Egypt
its districts
refusing
were no more
Brood
But Jesus
Then Jesus
Now when
Blessed are the meek
all kinds of
Father in heaven
I came
I did not come
more profitable
divorces
compels
was said
So why
remove
by
dreadfully
Who can this be?
tax collector’s post
are ruined
purses
should speak
I came

thus*
the virgin
will be
will bring forth
will call
had heard
warned by God
into Egypt
that region
she would not
are no more
O brood
And Jesus
And Jesus
And when
Blessed are the gentle
all manner of
Father who is in heaven
I have come
I have not come
profitable
puts away
shall compel
has been said
And why
take out
in at
terribly
What kind of man is this?
tax office
will be ruined
money belts
will speak
I have come
*1979

Which NKJV? — These are just some of the differences in various 
editions of the NKJV in the first ten chapters of Matthew.
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Which NKJV?

KJV
NKJV
NKJV
 
KJV
NKJV
NKJV

KJV
NKJV
NKJV

KJV
NKJV
NKJV

Verse                  KJV NKJV (Works)
Matt. 7:14 narrow is the way difficult is the way
Rom. 11:30 etc. unbelief disobedient
2 Cor. 2:15 etc. are saved

Tyndale, Great Bible, Geneva, 
Bishops, Peshitto, etc. render 
this “are saved.” RV 1881 was 
first to say “are being” due to 
Winer’s (Unitarian) grammar, 
says RV Chairman Bishop 
Ellicott.

are being saved

Rom. 3:3 etc. faith faithfulness
1 John 5:13 may believe may continue to believe
Rev. 19:8 fine linen is the 

righteousness of 
saints
(Gk. is plural because saints 
are plural) See Isa. 64:6 “all 
our righteousnesses are as 
filthy rags.” Isa. 61:10 “he hath 
covered me with the robe of 
righteousnesses.”

fine linen is the righteous 
acts of the saints

Psalm 132:2

Deut. 19:10 &
(Hos. 12:14, Joel 3:21, Deut. 22:8

Deut. 17:8, Lev. 17:4)

Judges 9:29

Phil. 2:6

Mighty God of Jacob
Mighty God of Jacob
Mighty One of Jacob

blood (“guilt” & “shed’ are not in the Hebrew)
guilt of bloodshed
bloodguiltiness (Coverdale 1565)

under my hand
under my hand� (Even the NKJV note admits the 

under my authority� Hebrew word is ‘hand’.)

thought it not robbery to be equal with God
did not consider it robbery to be equal with God
did not consider equality with God something
(In the KJV ‘not’ refers to robbery; in the NKJV ‘not’ refers 
to “equality”, thereby denying the deity of Christ).


